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Abstract: As one of the protagonists in education, the perspective of the students is fundamental
in the determination of inclusive education in an educational center. The Index for Inclusion is
an instrument and strategy for self-evaluation. One of their questionnaires, the questionnaire for
compulsory secondary education students, is intended for students and has become one of the
most used instruments to help teaching teams to self-assess their political and practical cultures
from the perspective of the values and principles of educational inclusion worldwide. Some of the
questionnaires included in the Index have been used in many studies, mainly in a qualitative way.
For this reason, the present study intends to show evidence of validity of the Index for Inclusion
questionnaire of students in a quantitative way through an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and
a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). In this study, 727 secondary school students (359 boys and 368
girls) aged between 13 and 19 years (M = 13.89; SD = 1.35) took part. They belonged to six educational
centers in the province of Almeria. To analyze the temporal stability of the Index for Inclusion student
questionnaire, a second independent sample of 81 secondary school students was used, aged between
15 and 18 years (M= 16.14; SD = 0.78). The results revealed adequate adjustment rates, showing the
invariant structure with respect to gender. The Student Inclusion Index was shown to be a robust and
adequate psychometric instrument to assess the degree of development of inclusive education in
schools from the perspective of secondary school students, and therefore, its future application to
students in schools is recommended.
Keywords: Inclusive Education; attention to diversity; student body; validation; factorial analysis
1. Introduction
Currently, Inclusive Education (IE) is a challenge in the educational systems of all countries [1].
In this sense, Echeita [2] argues that IE allows changing educational systems so that all students,
without exception, can fully develop their personality within the framework of a comprehensive
and common educational system. In this way, schools are made up of very diverse students, being
a true reflection of society today. Responding in the most optimal way to the diversity of students
in the educational and social environment has become an inevitable issue of the current educational
breviary [3,4]. Undoubtedly, attention to student diversity must be recognized as an indication of
quality in education [5]. So, as indicated by Garzón, Calvo, and Ortega [6], the teaching staff that stands
as one of the pillars for IE will require a willingness to transform their methodologies and attitudes
towards the present educational situation. These methodological and attitude changes will allow them
to face the attention to student diversity more successfully. Therefore, we must have instruments that
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assess the development of cultures, politics, and practices in schools with an inclusive orientation.
One of the most used instruments worldwide is the Index for Inclusion.
According to UNESCO [7] recognizes IE as a decisive means to achieve Education for All,
highlighting that education is a right associated with each basic and fundamental person of a more
equitable and equitable society. Along these lines, Ainscow [8] advocates an education in which
the discriminatory processes exhibited in specific behaviors and responses towards diversity are
suppressed, caused, among other aspects, by reason of gender, ethnicity, social class, religion, sexual
orientation, and disability. Precisely for this reason, the desire to transform the school environment
to improve it is raised, an idea from which the inclusion is proposed as a guarantee of equity and
quality [9].
1.1. Justification
Several studies support the positive effect of the use of measuring instruments and self-evaluation
processes that are subsequently materialized in improvement exercises that defend the transformation
towards the increase of practices in an inclusive sense in the educational centers [10–13]. On the
other hand, it should be noted that there are already instruments about attention to diversity for
quality IE that are aimed at teachers, students, and families. In the case of the student body that
concerns educational and social practices for inclusion, it is classified in the following educational
stages: primary, primary and secondary, and higher education. Bravo [14] created the questionnaire
that aimed to find out the perspective of primary and secondary school students in relation to IE
practices in their classrooms. Likewise, Rinta et al. [15] established the questionnaire called Social
Inclusion Assessment Instrument (SIAI) that aims to recognize the link between music and the feeling
of social inclusion, as well as implementing an instrument to measure the social inclusion of primary
school children. Ferreira, Vieira, and Vidal [16] designed the instrument called System of Indicators
for the support of students with disabilities in the university. The purpose of this instrument is to
establish a system of indicators that refer to the attention and support of students with disabilities in
the Spanish university environment.
On the other hand, we find instruments for the three groups (teachers, students and, families).
Moore, Ainscow, and Fox [17] designed the Manchester Inclusion Standard that assesses the level
of inclusion in schools located in disadvantaged areas. Along these lines, Arjona [18] prepared the
Questionnaire on attention to diversity and the organization of secondary school, which aims to assess
the attention to diversity of students and the necessary steps to be taken to address towards inclusion.
Alberta Education [19] designed the Indicators of Inclusive Schools, whose objective is to recognize the
values and principles necessary to carry out inclusion in schools through the analysis of the opinions
of the school community as a whole. The instruments of Alberta Education [19] and that of Moore,
Ainscow, and Fox [17] collect information on attention to diversity and inclusion in the stages of
pre-school, primary, and secondary education. On the other hand, the Arjona questionnaire [18]
collects information related to secondary education.
Without the slightest gender of doubt, one of the paradigmatic tools in the IE is the Index for
Inclusion [20], whose main purpose is to support the educational teams through the self-evaluation
of their cultures, politics, and practices in the path to inclusion. The original work was published
in the year 2000 and its adaptation to the Spanish environment was carried out in 2002, Booth and
Ainscow [21] under the name of “Guide for the evaluation and improvement of inclusive education”
by the University Consortium for Education Inclusive (http://www.consorcio-educacion-inclusiva.es/).
The next English version is from 2011 and the latter was translated into Spanish in 2015 [22]. From the
Spanish version from 2015, the student questionnaire we have validated is extracted. The Index for
Inclusion has been translated into more than 30 languages [23] and has been used in schools in many
countries, including Spain, Durán et al. [24] confirmed their employment in centers, both public and
private, in the Community of Madrid, Catalonia and the Basque Country. In the same way, it was used
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in various educational centers in the Region of Murcia in a research project funded by the Office of
Education, Science and Research of the Region of Murcia [25].
This renowned index establishes both a compilation of indicators to promote inclusion in
educational centers, as a mechanism to enable self-evaluation work to be provided to schools and
a guide for the improvement of IE policies and practices. Note that the questionnaire for secondary
school students that we present for validation has been used in a qualitative way in the Index for
Inclusion of Booth and Ainscow [26]. The use that has been given to these questionnaires from
a qualitative point of view has been very useful. McMaster [27], the educational agents, through
processes of reflection, analyzed their personal beliefs and expectations, re-evaluated the values of
the school culture, and reinterpreted the educational trend that they are carrying out. A fundamental
aspect of improving inclusion in schools is based on understanding the nature of change and giving
time to reflect on beliefs that may be deeply rooted. Pillay et al. [28] concluded that it is necessary
to raise awareness so that the educational context integrates disability. It is important to involve the
entire community in this process. Infrastructure must be adapted and institutional challenges must be
overcome. Inclusive education also must be promoted with the presence of all those involved (e.g.,
teachers, community, family members, and persons with disabilities). Cruz-Ortiz, Pérez-Rodríguez,
Jenaro-Rio, Sevilla-Santo, and Cruz-Ortiz [29] demonstrated the relationship between inclusion and
quality of life, as perceived by the participants. Neither the presence of SEN or the level of education
seemed to influence the quality of life of the participants.
However, we believe that from a quantitative perspective, it can offer relevant information to
generate solid evidence that allows for the revision and improvement, where appropriate, of inclusion
in the educational centers. The questionnaire that concerns us for the original validation of the Index
for Inclusion for secondary school students of Booth and Ainscow [26] has 63 items and three response
options: agree, neither agree nor disagree, and disagree.
1.2. Objectives
It is therefore appropriate to see whether through quantitative validation strategies of the Index for
Inclusion questionnaire towards students, whose authors are Booth and Ainscow [26], its validity and
meaning can be reinforced. Until now, there is no evidence that this instrument has been quantitatively
validated despite having been used in multiple studies, which gives it more solidity, more efficiency,
more validity, more applicability to the results obtained, and more external validity (more extrapolable
to the rest of society). This instrument allows schools to respond satisfactorily to student diversity and
overcome barriers to be more inclusive, allowing students to identify their attitude towards inclusion.
Likewise, the questionnaire is reinforced since it also allows it to be related to other variables.
2. Method
2.1. Participants
In this study, 727 secondary school students (359 boys and 368 girls) aged between 13 and
19 years (M = 13.89; SD = 1.35 took part, belonging to six educational centers in the province of
Almeria. To analyze the temporary stability of the Index for Inclusion for secondary school students,
a second independent sample of 81 secondary school students was used, aged between 15 and 18 years
(M = 16.14; SD = 0.78), who completed the instrument twice, with a time interval of two weeks between
the first and second take.
2.2. Instrument
To measure the attitude of students towards educational inclusion, it was used in Index for
Inclusion by Booth and Ainscow [26] translated and adapted by Echeita, Muñoz, Simón, and Sandoval,
from the original English version, Booth and Ainscow [20]. The questionnaire is composed of a total of
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63 items distributed to a single factor called Attitude towards inclusion. Students responded through
a Likert scale from 0 (disagree) to 2 (agree), maintaining the response options of the original scale.
2.3. Procedure
In order for young people to participate, their relatives were required to have a signed informed
consent, also informing them of the purpose of the study. Before administering the scale to all
participants, it was completed by a small group of people to ensure the correct understanding of all the
items. The application of the questionnaire was carried out under the supervision of the principal
investigator with extensive experience in the world of research, which explained and resolved the
doubts that arose when completing it. The students completed the questionnaire in a well-lit and
comfortable classroom at the school that was free of distractions.
The estimated time to complete the questionnaire was around 15 min.
2.4. Data Analysis
To determine the validity and reliability of the Index towards Inclusion, an analysis of its
psychometric properties was performed. First, a CFA was carried out to test the factor structure of the
questionnaire. Second, multigroup analyzes were carried out to analyze the invariance of the model
with respect to gender. Finally, descriptive statistics were provided, and the reliability of the instrument
was assessed through internal consistency analysis (Cronbach’s alpha) and a temporal stability analysis
(Intraclass Correlation Coeficients (ICC)). For the data analysis, the statistical packages SPSS 25.0 and
AMOS 20.0 were used.
Since the Mardia coefficient was high (412.78), for the different CFAs the maximum likelihood
estimation method was used together with the bootstrapping procedure. The estimators were not
affected by the lack of normality, so they were considered robust [26]. In order to accept or reject the
tested models, a set of several adjustment indices was used: χ2/df, CFI (Comparative Fit Index), TLI
(Tucker Lewis Index), IFI (Incremental Fit Index), RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation)
plus its 90% confidence interval (CI), and SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Square Residual). Since
χ2 is very sensitive to sample size [30], χ2/df was used, considering values below 5 acceptable [31].
Incremental indexes (CFI, TLI and IFI) show a good fit with equal or higher values 0.90 [32], while
error rates (RMSEA and SRMR) are considered acceptable with values equal to or less than 0.08 [33,34].
3. Results
3.1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Initially, the structure of the 63-item model and a single factor was evaluated, presenting the
following adjustment indices: χ2 (1890, N = 727) = 7104.97, p = 0.001; χ2/df = 3.76; CFI = 0.68; TLI = 0.68;
IFI = 0.68; RMSEA = 0.062 (90% CI = 0.060 - 0.063); SRMR = 0.052. However, after analyzing the
covariance standardized residual matrix, the possibility of possible improvements was observed since
the residual values of some items correlated with the residual values of other items and were associated
with standardized residuals >|2.00| [35]. Thus, a total of nine items were excluded from the model.
By eliminating these items, the model fit indices improved: χ2 (1377, N = 727) = 5153.07, p = 0.001;
χ2/df = 3.74; CFI = 0.78; TLI = 0.78; IFI = 0.78; RMSEA = 0.061 (90% CI = 0.060 -.063); SRMR = 0.053.
In this model, it was observed that the standardized residual values of all the items were below two in
absolute values and the standardized regression weights were statistically significant (p <.001), ranging
between 0.17 and 0.81. Therefore, after observing these data, those items whose regression weights
were below 0.5 were eliminated, eliminating a total of 16 items [36]. Excluding these items, the model
adjustment rates improved significantly: χ2 (665, N = 727) = 2218.21, p = 0.001; χ2/df = 3.34; CFI = 0.95;
IFI = 0.95; TLI = 0.95; RMSEA = 0.057 (90% CI = 0.054 - 0.059); SRMR = 0.033. The final resulting model
(Figure 1) had standardized residual values of all the items below two in absolute values and the
standardized regression weights were statistically significant (p <.001), ranging between 0.67 and 0.81.
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Figure 1. Confirmatory factor analysis of Index for Inclusion. The ellipses represent the factors and 
the rectangles represent the specific items. Residual variances are presented in the small circles. 
Figure 1. Confirmatory factor analysis of Index for Inclusion. The ellipses represent the factors and the
rectangles represent the specific items. Residual variances are presented in the small circles.
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3.2. Analysis of Invariance with Respect to Gender
In order to check if the factor structure of the model is invariant with respect to gender, a multigroup
analysis was performed. Table 1 shows the various adjustment rates for the four models compared.
For the proposed model, no significant differences were found between model 1 (unrestricted model)
and model 2 (invariance model in measurement weights). On the other hand, the results did reveal
differences between model 1 and model 3 (model of invariant structural covariances) and model 4
(model of invariant measurement residues). The absence of significant differences between model 1
and model 2 constitutes a minimum criterion to accept that the structure of the model is invariant with
respect to gender [37].
Table 1. Multigroup analysis of invariance with respect to gender.
Index for Inclusion Model
Models χ2 df χ2/df ∆χ2 ∆df CFI TLI IFI RMSEA (IC 90%) SRMR
Model 1 3083.87 1330 2.32 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.043 0.038
Model 2 3185.85 1367 2.33 101.38 37 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.043 0.038
Model 3 3185.86 1368 2.33 101.99 38 * 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.043 0.039
Model 4 3288.64 1406 2.34 204.77 76 ** 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.043 0.039
* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.001.
3.3. Descriptive Statistics, Analysis of Internal Consistency and Temporal Stability
The average scale score was 1.74 while the standard deviation was 0.63. To analyze the reliability
of the scale, an internal consistency analysis and a temporal stability analysis were carried out.
The internal consistency analysis revealed a Cronbach alpha value of 0.84 for the Index for Inclusion
of secondary school students. Regarding the temporal stability analysis, it was performed with
an independent sample, analyzing the intraclass correlation coefficients (ICC) and its confidence
interval (CI). The results for the Index for Inclusion of secondary school students were as follows: 0.86
(CI = 0.81–0.87).
4. Discussion
Considering that inclusive education implies adopting a socio-ecological approach that takes into
account the interactions between students’ capacities and the demands of the environment, stressing
that it is the education system that must adapt and respond to all students and not vice versa [38–41].
Inclusion must go beyond the strictly school environment and take shape as a social and community
project. Therefore, inclusion must be worked on “from within” the school community itself, but with
the support and sustenance that “from outside”, from the state, autonomous, and local entities must
aspire to achieve an inclusive educational system. The Index is an extended tool for guiding and
orienting towards inclusion. Its importance is based on reflection, the will to improve, and the research
attitude of the schoolchild in the community. Its use has not been limited to the school environment
but has been organized in a series of research works that have proven the potential of this resource to
guide the decisions that must be made in the implementation of inclusive education. Inclusion is the
path and the goal followed by schools in the search for education for all, and research methodologies
have been the ways to illuminate this and identify obstacles. Alcaraz and Arnaiz [42] have carried
out a longitudinal study on special educational needs in Spain, and the results show that although
the Spanish state has made great progress in the commitment to inclusive education, the number of
students with SEN enrolled in non-regular schools has increased in recent years. The conclusion is that
it is necessary to promote schooling policies for students with SEN which guarantee their presence in
regular contexts in order to develop quality and inclusive educational care.
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The objective of this study was to show evidence of validity of the Spanish version of one of the
questionnaires, referred to students, included in the Index for Inclusion, specifically the questionnaire
for secondary school students of Booth and Ainscow [26] translated into the Spanish context by Echeita,
Muñoz, Simón, and Sandoval, from the English version of 2011. Until now, this questionnaire had
been used qualitatively in numerous studies in order to support, through qualitative self-assessment
strategies, inclusion in schools [43,44].
First, the results of the present study revealed through the CFA the support to the factorial structure
of the questionnaire made up of 38 items. This result was reached after making multiple adjustments
to the questionnaire through two previous CFAs, where a set of items that did not show acceptable
adjustment rates were eliminated, since the standardized residual values were greater than >|2.00| so
nine items were removed. In addition, after performing the second CFA, it was observed that there
were items whose regression weight was less than 0.5, eliminating a total of 16 items. Subsequently,
the questionnaire consisting of 38 items had appropriate adjustment indices regarding the analysis
of invariance with respect to gender, showing this invariant. In this way, future studies may use the
questionnaire to compare scores between students as it is similarly understood by both populations.
Subsequently, an analysis of internal consistency and temporal stability of the questionnaire was
carried out with a single factor having a value above 0.70 [45].
This instrument (see, Appendix A) can have great value since it allows a better understanding of
IE in schools from the perspective of secondary school students, and especially for contributing to
the construction of an inclusive society by promoting education inclusive from educational centers.
For these reasons, the future use of the Index for Inclusion for secondary school students will be very
interesting. Although, on the one hand, the elimination of the 25 items can be a handicap, and on the
other, it has a positive side, since, in a smaller way, it allows us to measure the same as with a much
broader questionnaire. However, in future studies, the factorial structure of the questionnaire after the
elimination of the 25 items should be analyzed, so it is recommended that future researchers analyze
said factorial structure in other or similar contexts in order to improve the questionnaire.
5. Limitations
Although the results of the present study show consistent psychometric support, it is necessary
to show some of the limitations. This study has been developed only in educational centers in the
province of Almeria, so it would be advisable to expand the sample size, extending the research to other
territories. Another limitation is the use of self-report measures, which, while appropriate for assessing
subjective perceptions, could be supplemented in future research by other types of instruments and
informants. Finally, in the present study, 25 items have been eliminated from the initial questionnaire,
so it is recommended in future studies to analyze the internal factorial structure with our items and
with all the items.
6. Conclusions
As Sánchez-Flores [46] points out, the quantitative approach studies phenomena through rigorous
procedures that guarantee precision and objectivity, applying psychometric instruments (typical of the
quantitative approach) in order to accredit criteria of rigour. Due to the relevance of this methodology,
we have decided to apply it in the validation of our questionnaire. According to the results obtained,
we can assert that the present questionnaire has proved to be a robust instrument to assess inclusive
education in compulsory secondary education students, showing evidence of validity and reliability.
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Appendix A
Table A1. Index for inclusion Scale (This scale was validated in Spanish).
Disagree Agree andDisagree Agree
1. Me gustan mis profesores
(I like my teachers). 0 1 2
2. El centro escolar me ayuda a sentirme bien conmigo mismo
(The school helps me to feel good about myself). 0 1 2
3. Mi centro escolar me ayuda a sentirme bien acerca del futuro
(The school helps me to feel good about the future). 0 1 2
4. Se nos anima a defender lo que creemos que es correcto
(We are encouraged to stand up for what we believe is right). 0 1 2
5. He aprendido lo que significa la democracia en el centro escolar
(I have learnt what democracy means by being at the school). 0 1 2
6. Cuando los profesores dicen que van a hacer algo, lo hacen
(When teachers say they are going to do something they do it). 0 1 2
7. Las personas admiten cuando han cometido un error
(People admit when they have made a mistake). 0 1 2
8. Hay un lugar cómodo dentro del centro al que puedo ir a la hora de comer
(There is a comfortable place inside the school I can go to at lunchtimes). 0 1 2
9. Me he involucrado en hacer de mi centro un lugar mejor
(I have been involved in making the school a better place). 0 1 2
10. Cuando llegué al centro escolar me ayudaron a integrarme
(When I first came to the school I was helped to settle in). 0 1 2
11. Eres respetado independientemente del color de tu piel
(You are respected regardless of the color of your skin). 0 1 2
12. Los estudiantes no menosprecian a los demás a causa de lo que
llevan puesto
(Children do not look down on others because of what they wear)
0 1 2
13. En este centro, ser gay o lesbiana es visto como una parte normal de
la vida
(Being gay or lesbian is seen as an ordinary part of life)
0 1 2
14. Los estudiantes evitan no llamar a otros con nombres agresivos
(Children avoid calling each other hurtful names). 0 1 2
15. Si alguien me intimida o a cualquier otra persona, se lo diría a un profesor
(If anyone bullied me or anyone else, I would tell a teacher). 0 1 2
16. Creo que los profesores son justos cuando elogian a los estudiantes
(I think the teachers are fair when they praise a child). 0 1 2
17. Creo que los profesores son justos cuando corresponde castigar
a un estudiante
(I think the teachers are fair when they punish a child).
0 1 2
18. Los profesores saben cómo evitar que los estudiantes interrumpan
las clases
(Teachers know how to stop children interrupting lessons).
0 1 2
19. Cuando los estudiantes están interrumpiendo las lecciones, otros
estudiantes los calman
(When children are interrupting lessons other children calm them down).
0 1 2
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20. Aprendemos a resolver los desacuerdos escuchando, discutiendo y
tomando decisiones
(We learn how to settle disagreements by listening, talking and compromise).
0 1 2
21. En las clases, los estudiantes suelen ayudarse mutuamente en parejas y
grupos pequeños
(In lessons children often help each other in pairs and small groups).
0 1 2
22. En las clases, los estudiantes comparten lo que saben con otros estudiantes
(In lessons children share what they know with other children). 0 1 2
23. Si tengo un problema en una lección, un profesor o profesor de apoyo me
va a ayudar
(If I have a problem in a lesson, a teacher or teaching assistant will help me).
0 1 2
24. Me gustan la mayoría de mis lecciones
(I enjoy most of my lessons). 0 1 2
25. Aprendo acerca de lo que está pasando en el mundo
(I learn about what is going on in the world). 0 1 2
26. He aprendido sobre la importancia de los derechos humanos
(I have learnt about the importance of human rights). 0 1 2
27. Aprendo cómo reducir el sufrimiento en el mundo
(I learn how suffering in the world can be reduced). 0 1 2
28. He aprendido mucho en este centro escolar
(I learn a lot at this school). 0 1 2
29. Nos enteramos de cómo ahorrar energía en el centro escolar
(We learn how to save energy at the school). 0 1 2
30. Aprendemos a cuidar el medio ambiente del centro escolar y de
sus alrededores
(We learn to care for the environment in the school and the area around it).
0 1 2
31. Aprendemos a respetar el planeta tierra
(We learn to respect planet earth). 0 1 2
32. Cuando los profesores de apoyo están en el aula, ayudan a cualquiera que
lo necesite
(When teaching assistants are in the classroom they help anyone who
needs it).
0 1 2
33. Los profesores están interesados en escuchar mis ideas
(Teachers are interested in listening to my ideas). 0 1 2
34. Los estudiantes están interesados en escuchar las ideas de los demás
(Children are interested in listening to each other’s ideas). 0 1 2
35. Durante las clases siempre sé que es lo siguiente que tengo que hacer
(In lessons I always know what to get on with next). 0 1 2
36. A los profesores no les importa si me equivoco en mi trabajo, siempre y
cuando me esfuerce
(Teachers don’t mind if I make mistakes in my work as long as I try my best).
0 1 2
37. Cuando se me da tarea por lo general entiendo lo que tengo que hacer
(When I am given homework I usually understand what I have to do). 0 1 2
38. Creo que las tareas para casa me ayudan a aprender
(I find that homework helps me to learn). 0 1 2
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